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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
1/14/2009 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-41 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1 , 4-9, 1 1 , 1 3, 1 6-21 , 23, 25, 27-32, 34, 36-53 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Underwood (US 7,100,195) in view of "The 
Clinical Context Object Workgroup: Its Standard and Methods", Clinical Context Object 
Working Group (hereafter 'CCOW'), February 16, 1998. 

5. Claim 1 claims a method occurring in a system comprising a first client, a context 
management server, a remote application server, and a network, where the remote 
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application server executes a remote application, the client executes a client application 
sharing a context with the remote application, the client emulating the remote 
application, and the context management server managing the context. The steps 
involve receiving from the first client first information that uniquely identifies an aspect of 
the first client; receiving from the remote application server second information that 
uniquely identifies an aspect of a remote client on which the at least one remote 
application is emulated via an emulation client program which executes on the remote 
client and displays output of the at least one remote application executing on the remote 
application server; determining that the at least one remote application is emulated on 
the first client and may belong to the context when the first information matches the 
second information; and if it is determined that the at least one remote application is 
emulated on the first client, allowing the at least one remote application and the at least 
one client application to belong to the context, the context being defined by subject data 
for at least one subject usable by the at least one client application and the at least one 
remote application, the subject data comprising, for the at least one subject, a data item 
having a set of values comprising at least a first value corresponding to the at least one 
client application and at least a second value corresponding to the at least one remote 
application, the set of values identifying the at least one subject in the context, so that a 
change to the subject data for the at least one subject instigated by one of the at least 
one client application and the at least one remote application causes a change in the 
subject data for the other of the at least one client application and the at least one 
remote application. 
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6. Underwood disclosed authentication of a user. Underwood, column 2, line 15, 
lines 23-25, column 110, lines 13-48. Underwood disclosed a client based eCommerce 
solution which used a data warehouse to distribute information with third party 
applications executing on clients. Underwood, column 10, lines 8-23. Underwood 
implemented the Underwood invention using HTML over the WWW. Underwood, 
column 15, lines 50-56. The Underwood invention used locking procedures to prevent 
accidental changing of data in a multi-user environment. Underwood, column 28, lines 
6-23. Underwood used a web server to deploy NetCentric applications over a network. 
Underwood, column 116, lines 54-60. Underwood shared information between Web 
pages and across programs to manage the context on a server. Underwood, column 
121, lines 39-54. 

7. Underwood failed to disclose the emulation abilities of Applicant's claims. 

8. The Clinical Context Object Working Group disclosed the use of a context 
manager to coordinate information on a patient's context. CCOW, page 8. The context 
integration took place on a remote server. CCOW, page 8, Figure 2. The client was 
able to remotely emulate an application running on a server. CCOW, page 8, Figure 2, 
"The Clinical Applications", where the lines clearly show a link between the applications 
and the remote server. The context manager maintains an "authentic" copy of the 
context data. CCOW, page 13, "Context Data Representation and Access." Multiple 
Identifiers were used in the context. CCOW, Page 14, Table 4, "Multiple Patient 
Identifiers". 
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9. Applicant admitted in the originally filed specification, page 4, lines 26-31 , that 
CCOW supported context sharing on "applications executed on a remote server and 
emulated on a client." 

10. CCOW gave motivation for the combination on page 2... "When each application 
system had its own users on its own terminals, database synchronization was the 
primary problem." Underwood echoed this concern. Underwood, column 28, lines 9- 

1 1 . "Locking prevents the common problem of lost updates from multiple users updating 
the same record." Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of invention to combine the Underwood invention with the CCOW 
standards in order to allow multiple users in a distributed system to access data records 
without having changes accidentally erased by the distributed users. 

1 1 . Claim 4 consists of substantially the same features as claim 1 . The use of the 
emulation client in claim 4 is taught as described in CCOW and Applicant's admission in 
the specification that CCOW supports emulation, as described in paragraphs 8-10 of 
this office action. 

12. In regard to claim 5, Underwood further disclosed each client that emulates a 
remote application executing on the at least one remote application server logs into the 
remote application server using login information, wherein the first information 
comprises the login information for the client on which the first remote application is 
emulated and the second information comprises the login information for the client on 
which the second remote application is emulated. Underwood, column 110, lines 15-48 
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13. In regard to claim 6, Underwood further disclosed the login information comprises 
a user identifier. Underwood disclosed that the use of user IDs to login was a common 
practice in column 110, lines 15-19. 

14. In regard to claim 7, Underwood further disclosed an act of (e) receiving from the 
same client information that uniquely identifies the aspect of the client identified by the 
first information in the act (a) and information that uniquely identifies the aspect of the 
client identified by the second information in the act (b); and wherein the act (c) 
comprises an act of determining that the first and second remote applications are 
emulated on the same client when the information received in the act (e) matches the 
first and second information. Underwood, column 110, lines 15-48 

15. In regard to claim 8, CCOW further disclosed the act (c) comprises determining 
that the first and second remote applications are emulated on the same client and may 
belong to the same context when the first information matches the second information. 
CCOW, page 17 

16. In regard to claim 9, Underwood further disclosed the first information comprises 
an address of the client on which the first remote application is emulated and the 
second information comprises an address of the client on which the second remote 
application is emulated. Underwood, column 110, lines 15-48 

17. In regard to claim 1 1 , Underwood further disclosed the first information further 
comprises an address of the client on which the first remote application is emulated and 
the second information further comprises an address of the client on which the second 
remote application is emulated. Underwood, column 110, lines 15-48 
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18. Claim 13 is substantially the same as claim 4. 

19. Claim 1 6 is substantially the same as claim 4, but uses a plurality of servers 
instead of a single server. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of invention to use multiple servers in a distributed computing network to 
allow for redundancy. 

20. In regard to claim 1 7, Underwood further disclosed each client that emulates a 
remote application executing on the at least one remote application server logs into the 
remote application server using login information, wherein the first information 
comprises the login information for the client on which the first remote application is 
emulated and the second information comprises the login information for the client on 
which the second remote application is emulated. Underwood, column 110, lines 15-48 

21 . In regard to claim 18, Underwood further disclosed the login information 
comprises a user identifier. Underwood disclosed that the use of user IDs to login was a 
common practice in column 110, lines 15-19. 

22. In regard to claim 1 9, Underwood further disclosed an act of (e) receiving from 
the same client information that uniquely identifies the aspect of the client identified by 
the first information in the act (a) and information that uniquely identifies the aspect of 
the client identified by the second information in the act (b); and wherein the act (c) 
comprises an act of determining that the first and second remote applications are 
emulated on the same client when the information received in the act (e) matches the 
first and second information. Underwood, column 110, lines 15-48 
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23. In regard to claim 20, CCOW further disclosed the act (c) comprises determining 
that the first and second remote applications are emulated on the same client and may 
belong to the same context when the first information matches the second information. 
CCOW, page 17 

24. In regard to claim 21 , Underwood further disclosed the first information 
comprises an address of the client on which the first remote application is emulated and 
the second information comprises an address of the client on which the second remote 
application is emulated. Underwood, column 110, lines 15-48 

25. In regard to claim 23, Underwood further disclosed the first information further 
comprises an address of the client on which the first remote application is emulated and 
the second information further comprises an address of the client on which the second 
remote application is emulated. Underwood, column 110, lines 15-48 

26. Claim 25 is substantially the same as claim 4. 

27. Claim 27 is substantially the same as claim 16. 

28. In regard to claim 28, Underwood further disclosed each client that emulates a 
remote application executing on the at least one remote application server logs into the 
remote application server using login information, wherein the first information 
comprises the login information for the client on which the first remote application is 
emulated and the second information comprises the login information for the client on 
which the second remote application is emulated. Underwood, column 110, lines 15-48 
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29. In regard to claim 29, Underwood further disclosed the login information 
comprises a user identifier. Underwood disclosed that the use of user IDs to login was a 
common practice in column 110, lines 15-19. 

30. In regard to claim 30, Underwood further disclosed the controller further receives 
from the same client information that uniquely identifies the aspect of the client identified 
by the first information, information that uniquely identifies the aspect of the client 
identified by the second information, and determines that the first and second remote 
applications are emulated on the same client when the information received matches 
the first and second information. Underwood, column 110, lines 15-48 

31 . In regard to claim 31 , CCOW further disclosed the controller determines that the 
first and second remote applications are emulated on the same client and may belong 
to the same context when the first information matches the second information. CCOW, 
page 17 

32. In regard to claim 32, Underwood further disclosed the first information 
comprises an address of the client on which the first remote application is emulated and 
the second information comprises an address of the client on which the second remote 
application is emulated. Underwood, column 110, lines 15-48 

33. In regard to claim 34, Underwood further disclosed the first information further 
comprises an address of the client on which the first remote application is emulated and 
the second information further comprises an address of the client on which the second 
remote application is emulated. Underwood, column 110, lines 15-48 
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34. In regard to claim 36, CCOW further disclosed (e) if it is determined in the act (c) 
that the at least one remote application is not emulated on the first client, preventing the 
at least one remote application and the at least one client application from belonging to 
the context. CCOW, page 1 7 

35. In regard to claim 37, CCOW further disclosed (f) if it is determined in the act (c) 
that the first and second remote applications are not emulated on the same client, 
preventing the first and second remote applications from belonging to the same context. 
CCOW, page 17 

36. Claim 38 is substantially the same as claim 36. 

37. Claim 39 is substantially the same as claim 37. 

38. Claim 40 is substantially the same as claim 36. 

39. Claim 41 is substantially the same as claim 37. 

40. In regard to claims 42, 44, 46, 48, 50, 52 CCOW disclosed the context is 
administered in accordance with a Clinical Context Object Workgroup (CCOW) 
standard. CCOW is the CCOW standard. 

41 . In regard to claims 43, 45, 47, 49, 51 , 53 CCOW disclosed at least a portion of 
the subject data is healthcare-related. "The Clinical Context Object Workgroup (CCOW) 
publishes standards for the visual integration of cooperative interaction among 
independently authored healthcare applications at the point of use." CCOW, page 1 , 
Introduction. 
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42. Claims 2, 3, 14, 15, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Underwood in view of CCOW as applied to claims 1 , 1 3, 25 above, 
and further in view of Sistanizadeh et al. (US 5,790,548). 

43. In regard to claims 2, 3, 14, 15, 26, Underwood disclosed authentication of a 
user. Underwood, column 2, line 15, lines 23-25, column 110, lines 13-48. Underwood 
failed to disclose authentication by a hardware address. Sistanizadeh disclosed using a 
MAC address to authenticate a computer. Sistanizadeh, column 12, lines 9-20. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
authenticate a computer using a hardware address such as a MAC address since MAC 
addresses are unique and commonly used in network transactions. 

44. Claims are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Underwood in view of CCOW as applied to claims 8, 6, 20, 18, 33, 35 above, and 
further in view of Win et al. (US 6,161,139). 

45. In regard to claims 10, 12, 22, 24, 33, 35, Underwood disclosed authentication of 
a user. Underwood, column 2, line 15, lines 23-25, column 110, lines 13-48. 
Underwood failed to disclose authentication by an IP address. Win disclosed using an 
IP address to verify and authenticate a user. Win, column 8, lines 4-16. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to authenticate a 
computer using an IP address since IP addresses are commonly used in network 
authentication and are unique. 

Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jeffrey R. Swearingen whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-3921 . The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Larry Donaghue can be reached on 571-272-3933. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Jeffrey R. Swearingen 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2445 

/J. R. S.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 2445 



/Larry D Donaghue/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2454 



